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MISCELLANEA. 

KARAITE MISCELLANIES. 

I. From Daniel al-Qumisi 1 s fllVCn 1SD. 

Daniel b. Moses al-Qumisi, or al-Damagani, flourished at the 
end of the ninth or at the beginning of the tenth century. He seems 
to have been at first an admirer of Anan, whom he afterwards held 
in low esteem. He composed a niVOn "ISD in the Hebrew language, 
and, as is evident from Qirqisani, also some other writings of which 
we do not know even the names 1 . Pinsker (Lickute Kadmonioih, Notes, 

1 We obtain some data about this Karaite in the first section of Qirqisani's 
Kitab al- Anwar (see Prof. Bacher in this Review, VII, 687-710), edited by 
Harkavy. We deduce his age from the fact that Qirqisani, in the work here 
mentioned (written 937), considers him as the last sectarian. Qirqisani 
mentions also other writings of Daniel, thus (ed. Harkavy), p. 316 : 
nana p who -n 'D fho "[toi ; on the other hand, p. 285, sasro jfii ; on p. 280, 
again, the singular as well as the plural occurs. From the name al- 
Damagani it may be conjectured that Daniel was a native of the country 
Qumis in Tabaristan, and that he must therefore have been called 
al-Qumisi (Harkavy, I.e., p. 271, note 8). A David al-Qumisi, otherwise 
unknown, is mentioned by Mas'udi in his Kitab al-taribih, ed. De Goeje, 
p. 113. He is said to have lived at Jerusalem, and to have died 945-946. 
That he was a Karaite, as Harkavy conjectures (ficntin nib, II, 281), is 
to be proved from the following passage from a Karaite commentary 
in Arabic to Lev. iii. 9 (MS. Bodleian, Hebr. d. 44, f. 60 b): rr^n ubn 
bxp tin tod rrtNte ;« ^NpD rvfon nhn nbips 'coipw jMQ'te 13« j« row rrcron 
ncNT 'to py wttm vVjn fintowi warn 11 wtom 'b ;i3' noto to w in "pi 'to to-foo 
'-in D'Sn ">»pi N?m pn «Si fftitAs fiato 1 ^ rpn noun's* notobw pan )» 3J' 'Sax tj 'n 
y>» rriiun lmi npinn it T33n 133. (See Hadassi, Eshkol Hakkofer, alphabet 233, 
letter n ; Aron b. Elia, Gan Eden, f. 96 c, and Keter Torn on this passage.) 
Subsequently I found this Karaite cited also in Jefeth's Comm. on Lev. 
xxiii. 5 (second recension? Brit. Mus. MS. Or. 2518, f. 72 a). Various 
opinions are here given for the circumstance, that the 15th of Nissan 
falls on a Sabbath. We read there, among others : '3N 3nin 'nbx sniotai 
nox'a* p NinNi »s3\e nscftN nrb tor nno'is J« ni:y nV?» nom 'caipSa jsd^d 
pin' to tow n 1 )! «mc«3. 
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pp. 188-189) cites from his code a long passage quoted by Jefeth b. 
Sagir. Dr. Harkavy published (Magasinfur d. Wissensch. d. Judent. XX, 
227-228) three more passages from Petersburg manuscripts. Since 
Daniel's book is one of the oldest Karaite codes extant, and more- 
over, as it is written in the Hebrew language, it rouses special 
interest. It may therefore not be unwelcome if I now publish 
a further extract from the same book. The British Museum MS. 
Or. 2494, from which I take this extract, contains, ff. 31-80, a frag- 
ment of a Karaite commentary, in Arabic, on Lev. xi. 37-43. This 
commentary, composed 1050 E.c, is a compilation chiefly from 
Qirqisani, Abu 'Ali (i. e. Jefeth b. 'AH), Abu Said (i. e. Levi b. Jefeth, 
v. Pinsker, 1. c, p. Q'^p), Abu-1 Sari (i. e. Sahl b. Mazliach), Al-Rai's, 
and other authors. In addition to these, other Karaite authors are 
cited, such as 'Anan, Daniel and 'Abu Jaqub, i.e. Josef al-Basir 1 . 

The passage that follows is indeed not described as taken from 
the niXDH "ISD, nevertheless I believe this to be the fact on the 
evidence of its contents. As a convincing argument I may point 
out that, in the quotation in question Daniel deals with Lev. vii. 24, 
where it is said, that the fat of a beast that died by itself and that 
of an animal torn with beasts may be used for any other purpose 
except to be eaten. The Talmudists conclude from this, that the 
fat does not cause any uncleanness (v. Sifra to this passage). The 
Karaites, however, do not admit this conclusion, and accordingly 
they find the passage not free from difficulties. Daniel explains 
it by saying that if the body of the beast which died by itself, 
or was torn, is used in a manufacture, it is no more unclean. 
This opinion is cited by Jehuda Hadassi, Eshkol Hakkofer, alphabet 
287, letter 3 (f. 108 c) : 

Kin 'ui rat&D bJ? nuv nana abm rfaa aS>m -mm raf 

fysva t\wq p i>tw nto tsm rbi" iiy tawotsn naK^ 

cnvb nxotao rrm nhvsb nne>s»e> ins nmnn norn nko '•a p"j 

pp mtbo W> nw naiD a!>m rbn a^ni '*ob> mn?ni> nnjww 

/iai mnttc inibsn «b n»Ki wnpo k* <a 

The view quoted by Daniel, according to which by the term 
n?33 is here to be understood a sick beast which has been slain, 
was originally that of the Samaritans, with which, as it would 
seem, some Karaites concurred. By both sects the use of such 

' See my description of Qirqis&ni-MSS. in the British Museum in the 
Steinschneider-Festschrift (Leipzig, 1896), p. 215. 
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a beast was prohibited '. Compare further Geiger in Hechaluz, VI, 
18-25, an< i Jwdische Zeiischrift, II, 21, 22. 
The passage to which I have been referring runs as follows : 

ona ains xb mine ncnai ^np '•ddip^x iwn i>ip [f. 60 b] 
n!j h3nW> rre>yn ie>n nns -a jyck onus nnN b3^> dh dwdd 
*3 }yc£ oaij an CNtso pen "iiyi "ua a-ba aina t6 -\E>to scan 
bwdo minn nona^ atna t6 p wmi aiyn ny anxoo haa 
aim p !>y n3N^i> ne>yn icn ny nnNDiD Saa »a jy»i> oa^ on 
non nN bji avo p i>yi 2 naN^D W> ne>y hsid a^m rtaa ai>rn 
nS> tartan 13 ywfc "mic a$>a xi? '•a 4 iw 'oi na ainai . 3 pxiv 
[61 a] 5 n^na ntarrcwn nonan nti nic 131 aTon •a -iotw pi ,ndod 
td Nin p ubi rvbra ntantwn wn rtaa a^m 110^ bji ,Nin p ah) 
ainai ch^i* nata 6 bk aai rtaa Nipa natan bb> sipon ba pK 
k$>i nar bbo Nip 9 nayin awi nar Mnar B^yai> 'anvi^ man 
wn si'n yiaai> -hDM ^3t& iidn bk "i^na nataro .r6aa bbd 
b)3t6 iron aw non pai wa Tnon^ ncai inxs non taaenoa 

1 The following etymology of the word rfai, which Hadassi quotes a few 
lines before (letter 3, f. 108 b), in the name of the Philosophers (ronn 'D3n, 
comp. Bacher in the Monatssckr. f. Gesch. und Wissensch. d. Judent. XL, 26, 
note 4), is interesting : jp> win DWip nta: -ra>i33 tBirron lS'DN nnn >D3n '3" 
Via- nV lrrtsi muo • rm:i nnvnn rrtDsu? nvi nSas rto nnnN '3 • nSon nnoN [-[3] 
D'Siun p cnton Si« • N>n row djos rr»n tbjv" • -^rowm rfarai ]D5o nto "51333 
13 1 ? did« o'Von -\wi • N>nn nv\n ^3 T3 -wros EiniDn • uS Tnn onvno v/hvm 
'131 nta: to ltowi *A 'nmj. 

2 Lev. vii. 24. 3 Exod. xxi. 35. * Lev. xi. 39. 

5 The representative of this opinion is'Anan, see the passage communi- 
cated by Harkavy from the former's rmran idd {Magazin, 1. c, p. 225 ; 
Graetz's Geschich(e,\ 3 , p. 424; Ss-um mnsn nmpS, p. 13) : nonsn jn nw '31 
'i3i «<n rta3 mob n3npi JT?3 nans'? rh etto >«i. 'Anan's opinion is also 
refuted by Qirqisani in his Kitab al- Anwar, ch. x, § 24 (Brit. Mus. MS. Or. 
2580, f. 31 a). His words, for a copy of which I am indebted to the 
courtesy of the Rev. G. Margoliouth, Assistant Librarian of the British 
Museum, run as follows : nVip bsi n« res py ntb3 «:i3i ip W3 ks'n «in • • • 
'D n3v o 1 ) «q Nim nsno'jK no'nsSs nn'si in «o:ni wryo «mn in o^ to' '3i 
ms3 top N03 i^i T3«ni «n<o -no mi -i« nin^Tcto n'snito jo n'» j« ssnsto 
n' 1 ® »p' «") D'xnsSt* jo miinto j«3 i« nbip Sai 1 «on ^yw sini nrt3Ji vmn tai 

rr)33 DDK. 

• MS. fM. ' Exod. xxxiv. 15, MS. jn'nM. 

* Hos. xi. 12. 9 Prov. xxi. 27. 
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rbx wn Nip no!>i *pjn Dho *nn oatraa Nin Ni>n m«!> -inioi 
[yuji> niDNi] SaN^ ->mo dni .span Dho *nn pai ira Tien noai 
$>awn nw "loxn dni .yu^> iion nob x nrtaja jaun ama pen 
nonan by 01 wwn nuv jw vb p m noh djin^> in rouea 
ynn nxra , s v6atoi ♦» nx iwaji ainan jo nr n5>sj sh nnon 
nod* n^> naN$>D$> nt^yj ie>n nnN nnon mine nonaa yawn *a 
p 5>y ndo» naN^ob tsnea dn nod pn nNoo nvn nonaa yawn 
■*un Tarn N$>1 3 ndd pa> ninja in nNoo n*n n^a in ama 

,mino nona 

II. Saadja and Salmon b. Jerucham. 

Sahl b. Mazliach in his nblJD Jinain, as his controversial tract 
against Jacob b. Samuel, the disciple of Saadja, is styled, gives a list 
of those Karaite authors who opposed Saadja's views. Of these, Ben- 
Mashiach and Salmon b. Jerucham must have written against the 
Gaon even during his lifetime ; others again, such as 'Abul-Tajjib 
al-Jebeli, 'Ali b. Hasan, 'Abu 'Ali Hasan al-Basri (i.e. Jefeth b. 'Ali), 
Sahl himself, and several more, did not attack him till after his 
death 4 . It is not known whether all the Karaites here mentioned 
wrote whole treatises against Saadja, or whether, as is more probable, 
they only occasionally controverted his opinions. We only know 
with certainty that Salmon and Jefeth belong to the first class. 
The latter mentions his polemic against Saadja in his commentary 
to Exod. xxxv. 3 5 ; this treatise, however, has not yet been discovered, 
and we do not know whether Jefeth wrote it in Arabic, like most 
of his works, or in Hebrew, the language he selected for his 
controversy with Jacob b. Samuel. Salmon's book, however, is 
extant in MS. in some libraries 6 . 

1 Lev. xi. 39, MS. entail. 

* 2 Kings vi. 29. The sense is, if it can even happen that men should 
eat human flesh, how much more possible is it that they should consume 
that of an animal that had died of itself. 

3 Lev. v. 2. 

* See Steinschneider, Catal. Lugd., p. 403 ; Pinsker, Lickute Kadmonioth, 
Notes, p. 37. 

5 nb nrta nVx awiD^N >o rwia ^r (navetoo "h) m mm «C3 -rVii (Pinsker, 
1. c, p. 20). 

* This appears in the Univ. Bibl. at Leyden, Cod. Warner 41, ff. 277b- 
288 a, and in the Beth Ha-Midrash in Vienna (Pinsker's Collection), 
Cod. 27, ff. 26-38. My quotation follows the Leyden MS. 
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This treatise, entitled by the later Karaites ''" , niDfTO \ is written 
in Hebrew. The author also intended to translate it into Arabic 2 , 
but it is not known whether he carried out his intention or not. 
Sahl distinctly says that Salmon entered the lists against Saadja 
with a Hebrew treatise. The book, which is written in a wretched 
rhymed-prose, has a scarcely intelligible introduction, which is only 
partly preserved, and has no connexion with the real contents of 
the work. The work contains, further, nineteen chapters, which 
are alternately written with the acrostic "I J3N and p""i£T) ; with the 
exception of chapters 11 and 19, in which the acrostic is p flD/D 
DI"!W . The fragment of the introduction, which has been preserved, 
and the first two chapters are published in the Litter aturblatt d. 
Orients, VII, 23, 163, 211. Pinsker, pp. 16-19, gives a summary of 
the contents of the whole book, but he accounts only for thirteen 
chapters; in his copy chaps. 3, 4, 16-19 were lacking 3 . I will 
therefore supplement his account by giving the contents of these six 
chapters. 

Chapter 3 is connected with the first two, and endeavours to 
refute the arguments for the inspiration and necessity of the oral 
law. Saadja's seven arguments for the necessity of tradition, as 
given in his Commentary to Genesis, are here specially cited and 
refuted 4 . 

Salmon's arguments against the alterations in the date of the 
Passover nDD l""Q N? are given in chap. 4. He quotes in evidence 
Ezra vii. 9 and viii. 31-33, and maintains that at that time the 
Passover festival must necessarily have begun on one of the days 
which Rabbinical tradition excludes. This argument is also to be 
found in Qirqisani, with whom probably it had its origin 5 . Hadassi 

1 This name is first mentioned by the author of the cpns m« (ed. Vienna, 
f. 24 a), see Geiger, in toto isin, IV, 13, comp. also LilteratU. d. Orients, 
VII, 17. 

2 See Pinsker, p. 15. s See ib., p. 133, note 1. 

* Saadja's arguments, without the refutations of Salmon, are given by 
Geiger, Wisscnschaft. Zeitschr. fur jiklische Theologie,Y, 133. These seven argu- 
ments are also quoted and refuted in a fragment of a Karaite work in 
the British Museum, MS. Or. 2580, f. 46, entitled ivs co^N :mis. This 
fragment belongs (see Sieinschneider-Festschrift, p. 209) to the seeond section 
(fiwVjN ri>'|ro'w) of Qirqisani's Kitdb al-' Anwar. Among other things there 
we find it stated : Din »rA« mi'jN mttftx jo 'ton'jn nraD'w jo rroi no now 
NnrtaeH moi rorjbwi rre'S^N rroo jo rra-i «oi bprts *>n sij-An *» wrcsn nton 
'B iVi jo rrw not aNrobH nrrniN no FjN'm [in] rorts <o tonton ">Np Thx jnd 
■^n CNfete rrto nils fisp. 

5 Qirqisani composed his work 937 (see ed. Harkavy, p. 247, and 

VOL. VIII. Z Z 
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also, in his Eshkol Hakkofer, alphabet 185 (comp. also Gan Eden, pj? 
EHnn E>Vlp, § 5), quotes this argument, and I cannot say which of 
these two earlier Karaites was his authority. 

In chapters 16-18 nearly the whole of the nop "WW is para- 
phrased 1 . 

In the 19th and last chapter, Salmon expresses the hope that the 
temple will be erected again, and the truth established. He writes 
against Saadja also in this chapter. 

The tone of this book is outrageously personal. He insults the 
Rabbanites in general, and Saadja in particular, in the rudest 
manner ; in this respect he is scarcely surpassed by Jehuda Hadassi. 
It seems as if he himself felt that he had considerably overstepped 
the bounds of courtesy, for he urges the excuse that he was piqued 
and irritated by Saadja's attack on the Karaites 2 . His phraseology- 
is awkward in the extreme, and makes everybody sensible of the 
deficiency of the book as regards a lofty ideal. At all events the 
work is worthy of notice as it is unique in its kind, and of so early 
a period. 

We will now try to fix the time when this book was composed. 
We have in Sahl's statement a terminus ad quern, that Salmon wrote 
against Saadja during the Gaon's life. And indeed the whole tone of 

Neubauer, Mediaeval. Jewish Chronicles, II, 249). whilst Salmon wrote his 
polemic, if my conjecture be correct, not before 940. I have found the 
passage in a compendium (-eroo) of Qirqisani (British Museum MS. Or. 
2525, see Steinschneider-Festschrifl, p. 211). The chapter referred to is headed : 
-nrTO 1 )*! 'D (in'ON'w an«2 '«) n'wp WD bsa ; and is also taken from the seventh 
section of the Kitab al- Anwar. I give this passage in extenso : -pi pi [f. 46 b] 
p 125ns (Ezra vii. 9) baao ntonn id' vcm pmnn taiw -irwn >D ma »d n'rop no 
[Sk] ni nironn tnnb irmn buy en radm dv 'D fn py J« ni' N'n n*D pc cv emirs 
ob\ niDbs p> ab in in® cm ]m Nixi rao'JN dv ns>n -rn py ;n ni' vb\ (ib.) dmv 

l-W j'jN T'N DM1 py "inN^N JN3 MIND KONTI NTJN UTTMS JOT JM "]511 inM:M JD'3 jy 

cv ran bw pyD «nxn p'Di h'tn p'D cni py iw hcnt ;nd mixd ndv tb mm 
dV jot J« [47 a] picdSn win p cte racto in 'ns pa'D nqv tsd niin noni ni-oj'w 
pwin wirrt nro c:«n NinN vim nsrai bsp D.i inste «Vi rante n 1 ) tod'jn -|Sn »D jy 
pin p nine iSx nc*n ;y d"> -|Vo jm Nisi racAH dv -rVi py jm ru> nVi (ib. viii. 31) 
himi fispte ii« 'D Vp en ate »h -inNbs nVi nar^N jy ab i\x>b» -|':n <d jot ;n ppicD 1 * 
py jn nj' Nto (ib. 32, 33) anim rpn "rpca t'jvi Dvm nuniB D<iy did yrni d"wiv 
py n'j i^N py n? 3N dnt jwj wiw ito* nam py n^d -jro -pi jnd mini raD» dv -pi 
irn^A v/n niD^ vh jy oS todSm -jtoi >d jd'3 ;>» nsp'jN nin p rans n':» jot cnt 
iii «b rjNtea iin dv in i:« dvi iSn dv py jn v 31 n,,N M ' 1 ^ M ^"- 

1 See Graetz, Monatsschr., 1859, p. 67 ff. 

2 See Chapter II, letter 3 {LitieratU. d. Orients, I.e., 213V 
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the attack would suggest, that it was directed against a person who 
was still living. Note for instance the challenge thrown out to 
Saadja to be consistent with himself, and either to concur with the 
opinions of the Rabbanites, or to adopt the view of the Karaites ' ; 
to openly oppose him (Salmon) and to reply to his objections 2 ; mark 
also the observation, that whatever Saadja might have to say would 
only be weak and inconclusive 8 . Where, however, can we place the 
terminus a quo ? I think I shall be able to fix it from a passage taken 
from this polemical treatise itself. In the second chapter, Salmon 
cites one of Saadja's arguments for the necessity of committing the 
oral law to writing. The passage runs as follows (Litteratbl. d. 
Orients, 1. c, 215) : 

• unaa n^joa ipn ipn • u^i won a^>ra c?dd" 

• ••••*•• 

ntwn nb ;j>k6 nippn nr jjnah • rwn rnin omo ntw -a ppn pipn" 

In other words, Saadja maintains, in one of his works, that the 
Mishnah was written down because it was feared it might otherwise 
be forgotten. Now Saadja gives this reason for writing the Mishnah 
in his '•VJH 1DD, or rather in the Arabic commentary to it, as is 
distinctly mentioned in a fragment of a Karaite polemic against its 
author 4 . This will explain the term PVJD which Salmon uses. 
Saadja's opponents named this work thus, because of its being 
divided into verses and accented like a book of the Bible, and they 
reproached him by sneeringly asking whether he would pass for 
a prophet \ Consequently no other treatise of Saadja's could be 
meant, although this argument anent the compilation of the Mishnah 
may perhaps be mentioned elsewhere 6 . As therefore the , vJfl 1SD 

1 Chapter VI, letter 2 : '131 o'3E 'Mra nn« -p inn" (quoted by Pinsker, p. 16). 

2 Chapter VII, letter j : rmsnn re? • rasm ^ ~\*>$ 's;»i • rns'nn 'S« rnca" 
'131 rm'ffi rmVin Train 1 ; • rron pio ms n:« in" • mwn Tiro rrai • rtnjA . 

3 Chapter XIX, letter 1 : naiion siv • rumen ma nins' cs 'Dirvsn nni'ci" 
i©v :sn >d »t • rraVuco romirn imd lp-cn d«i • (? misinn lvtavon tj) nujinon 
irara vrvuatt) '31 vt (? "hfd). 

4 See Harkavy, Stuclien unci Mitiheilungen, V, 195. 

5 See ibid. 229: ipcn '«<;: ttw cunn nimnl n'jan nroi. 

6 Jefeth also cites this fact in his Commentary to Exodus xxi. 33 
(British Museum MS. Or. 2468, f. 7 a) ; the same argument is literally 
copied from a work of Saadja (~,"in2 fjin), it is possibly from the Arabic 
Commentary to his •viyn t£C, but it may be from some other of his writings. 
Among other things it is said there : roiw tyon 'Visw rrt>yi» rfti aabo . . . 
mmjiwi non:d «mD3S xrra toss KmriEm taw's* mi j«3 'rt» -in nSn «nn <D3n ;n 

z z a 
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was composed in 934 1 , Salmon's work must have been written between 
the years 934-42. I would be inclined to fix the later years of this 
interval as the date of Salmon's attack, because most of Salmon's 
Bible Commentaries were written in the sixth decade of the tenth 
century. The Commentary to the Psalms he composed, according to 
his own statement, in 955 a , the Commentary to Lamentations in 956 s , 
the Commentary to the Song of Solomon is mentioned as contemplated 
in the former work, in the latter, however, it is already quoted, 
consequently this also was composed between 955-956*. But the 
remaining Commentaries, with the exception of that to Daniel, were 
probably written after this time 5 . We may therefore suppose, with 
a certain amount of probability, that Salmon composed his work 
about 940. 

If my conjectures in this respect be correct, we can also obtain 
an inkling as to the year of Salmon's birth. According to his own 

inn' 1 ? nctsa (1. nmrar*0 rrans xa itos) ^m cn;n paD ;a toe [rrjwo] xmnDi 
rtj sote antes irons ip is snicn ih so stc taam 721 cDnbs ^» Tos'wftN 
mdn'm smD3D snn js irpsaSs meto* '» To*rtrro* *\k> frosts rrtois fronts* 
-mhr\ snioci si's smranm. 

1 See Harkavy, ibid., 142. If this date only refers to the first recension 
of the iSan mc, and not to the other which Saadja provided with an Arabic 
commentary, and in which the origin as well as the committal to writing 
of the oral tradition was laid down, then it becomes all the more certain 
that Salmon composed his polemic much later than 934. 

2 In Commentary to Psalm eii. he gives the year 887 after the destruc- 
tion of the second temple as the date. This is not 4717 of the era anno 
mundi, as Pinsker (p. 130) wrongly states, but 4715 ( = 955 c.e. 1 ), for ac- 
cording to Jewish reckoning the destruction occurred in the year 68 c.e., 
not 70. 

3 In Pinsker, p. 132, we read ncnn ; likewise in the Paris MS. 295, 
where we find: fro psoni fiDoi rvso JHOii, viz. 953. But this is impos- 
sible, because the Commentary to Psalms is already cited here. The 
British Museum MS. Or. 2516, f. 113 a, has the right date, viz. resin = 956, 
MS. Or. 2513, f. 129 a, has even ricnn. 

4 Of this Commentary I have found eight pages in the British 
Museum MS. Or. 2520, ff. 68-75, f° r the most part illegible. To Song of 
Songs ii. 11 there is a long excursus, in which Saadja's calculation of the 
year of redemption derived from Daniel is quoted and attacked. He then 
cites the eighth section of Saadja's Emunoth Vedeoth (<s nn[s]3Sos avo 'B 
nisfftspn'js). Salmon writes on the same theme in his Commentary to 
Psalm eii. 15. See Pinsker, p. 81. 

s This is inferred from the fact that only the Commentary to Daniel 
is quoted in that to Echa, see Pinsker, p. 132. 
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statement, he was at the time he wrote his polemic a young man ! . 
Supposing he was between twenty and twenty-five years old, it will 
be evident that he was born about 915 or 920. At all events he was 
considerably younger than Saadja, and the fable invented by the 
later Karaites that the Gaon was his disciple, is chronologically 
impossible, besides being incredible for many other reasons 2 . It is 
further evident from this, that the pretended Mtiqaddima of Salmon 
(Pinsker, Notes, p. 61), according to which he would have been born 
1 1 96 aer. contr. = 885 c. e., is a clumsy falsification, also the state- 
ment that he came from Egypt, a statement which was probably 
only invented (by Firkowitsch ?j, to make it possible that Saadja was 
the disciple of Salmon in that country 3 . 

Besides this polemic, Salmon attacks Saadja in his Commentary to 
the Psalms 4 . He attacks him likewise in his Commentary to the 
Song of Solomon 5 . On the other hand, Salmon does not mention the 
name of Saadja in his Commentary to Echa and Koheleth. Neither 
does he attack him anonymously, so far as I can judge from a super- 
ficial reading of these works. It is quite possible that he quotes now 
and then Saadja's translation or explanation anonymously and rejects 
it, but at all events this is done without any animosity 6 . 

But did Saadja write a reply to Salmon's attacks? I scarcely 
think that he did. Four anti- Karaite works of Saadja are known ' : 
(1) PV "by "ni>N 3NH3 , A Refutation of Anan, written 91 5. (2) 3KJ-D 
T^DTvN , Book of Distinction, written 926. Both these are out of the 
question owing to the date of their composition 8 , apart from the 

1 Chapter II, letter 2 : D'wnp wo Drwi won <3» ts>:>. 

2 See Pinsker, p. 135 ; Weiss, wvm in Tit, IV, 95, 139 ; compare also the 
Epigraph of Elia b. Barueh in Bardach's Fpi '3a: tdto, p. 37. 

3 It follows from his Commentary to Psalm cxl. 6 (by Pinsker, p. 14), 
p«n»V» •/n* ra man, that he did not live at Babylon, which is also evident 
from his polemic, Chapter I, letter 3 (Litteratbl. d. Orients, I.e., 163), >rvvt -o 
'131 nn33 yttQ, yet this does not prove that his home was Egypt, as Pinsker 
maintains. Probably he lived at Jerusalem. 

4 Compare p. 3, note 10 and the preceding note ; also Neubauer, Aus d. 
Petersb. Bibliathek, p. 12. 

5 See p. 3, note 10. 

6 I have examined the Commentary to Echa, in the two MSS. of the 
British Museum (see above p. 3, note n), that to Qoheleth after the 
MS. Or. 2517 in the same collection. 

7 Compare Dukes, Beitrage z. Geschich. d. aelteslen Auslegungen und Spracher- 
klarung d. A. T., II, 32-33 ; Steinschneider, Cat. Bodleian., col. 2165-68. 

8 With this also falls Graetz's hypothesis {Gesch,ichte,~V , note 20, 3rd ed., 
p. 460), that this work was directed against Salmon. Graetz relied upon 
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fact that the former is distinctly directed against Anan. (3) 3X113 
mptiO p ^y t6n, Confutation of Ibn Saquje. This Karaite is not 
mentioned anywhere else. Geiger 1 therefore conjectures, that it is 
the Arabic name of our Salmon, but this is a mere hypothesis which 
is destitute of probability. In the same manner it seems very unlikely 
that this work is, as Geiger conjectures, identical with (4) The 
(?) DVH Merino 'bv r6x 3ST13 , Refutation of the Bold Opponent 2 , 
cited by Nissim b. Jacob, and to understand by this " bold opponent " 
Salmon, i.e. Ibn Saquje. Saadja's work against Ibn Saquje deals 
mainly with the fixing of the Spring, 3'3Nn 1WVD, by the intercala- 
tion of a month 3 . The work mentioned by Nissim, however, chiefly 
aims at defending the Anthropomorphic Agada, and is doubtless 
identical with that work of Saadja, from which Jehuda b. Barzilai, 
in his Commentary to Sefer Jezira (ed. Halberstam, pp. 20, 34), quotes 
two passages. From the contents of these we can clearly see the 
aim of the whole work 4 . Salmon has of course in his polemical 
treatise devoted a large space to the Anthropomorphic Agada (see 
above, p. 3), but it is difficult to comprehend why Saadja in a work 
directed against Salmon, should have singled out only this one point 5 . 
On the other hand if our supposition be correct, that Salmon com- 
posed his polemical work not much before 940. it is extremely 
doubtful whether Saadja could have seen it, or if he saw it, whether 
he found it necessary to write a reply to a young Karaite author, who 
wrote in so conceited a tone. 
We may remark, in passing, that Saadja composed the last-inen- 

the above-mentioned Muqaddima as accurate. Steinschneider (1. c, 2165) 
suggests that Salmon specially attacked this work of Saadja's, but this is 
also improbable, for he merely cites it as he does other works of Saadja, 
as his '"fan ice, his Commentary to Genesis, and Esther (see Dukes, 1. c, 
p. 100). 

1 cjran ttej, German part, p. 46. Pinsker's assumption (p. yd) that this 
Karaite was named Samuel, depends on a mistranslation of a passage in 
Josef al-Basir's iMSarcMta 3«n3 (see Harkavy, Stiulien mid MHtheilungen, III, 
45). This Samuel is no other than the Gaon Samuel ben Hofni. 

2 D'ra?3 <sw, Hebrew part, f. 16 b. 

3 See Pinsker, 1. c. But this question was not exclusively the object 
of this work of Saadja, as we shall soon have occasion to prove. 

4 P. 20 : xtct □» inx j>o mrs is lavi® i"t mrt> irn n:cn in** icca 'csoi 
srraS rmoro mm ckto vr? nn» nWm t^ti Vn fe sevr inw tomc ipr 
'wi nwoj mnvera izb V'i d"i vv iim • • • • caVcrr. 

s In his edition of Qirqisani, p. 248, Harkavy supposes that Saadja is here 
attacking this Karaite, but he does not prove this supposition. Perhaps 
he relies upon some materials in MS. which are in his possession. 
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tioned anti-Karaite work after 933. For he cites in it his lirvn "IED, 
by which he doubtless meant the second section of his religio- 
philosophic work, as the following parallels show. 



Emunoth, ed. Slucki, p. 55 (ed. Jehuda 0. Barzilai, ed. Halber- 
Landauer, p. 106). stam, p. 20. 

din ya nxp run bibi -iaai . . . i^yoi iai> bx inn nvi ibm 

iv^kd W tn wai hk>o pay non n'fl t^ nniK Niipi mina 

oha^ai'aaJi... i"ii33 nNNrjNin 13 mina kxid n\iE> ^ nr by 

mb ••jdi mnx ns n-s-vi raxa •>! man nnnx nvnb nson Dipon 

Nin!? b* *a nr ^ ntaa ioini int . , . ww niK-ii> ha* rvn *6 

. . . Dwa^ lnNim msna -nx a™ pnxi nspo ^ na n^id rvm 

i»dix onn nnN mis nto 11 -ttswai mos btrw nprc> D^as^ Ninnsi 

1331 iriDnn "pr\ bv 'n nx wto ^kic* ti^k na wi Dn^y minn 

Ninnxi a-ui pnx nipo ra run 1 . . . bi~u hn ini ij ainan wai 

Drr6y -i»k i'tntr' 1 ^ptn D'yaan niNnan i>a n^nn "man rnxn Nim 

it:nai ^jok" t6n nx inti n^nna nnni ^aj ^3 pi . . . nnmm 

nbiN &>X3 'n maa nsiDi "]3 inx wk-i ibin -vnan n^n nr mow 

'131 inn etna nt bs '•ncnsK' 1D3 . . , 'n ns 
'm limn -isd3 3m nra 

Now as Saadja composed his Emunoth in the year 933, this pole- 
mical work of the Gaon must have been written after that date 1 . 
Otherwise we must suppose that the reference to the lirT'n 1DD 
is a later interpolation 2 . 

III. From Je/eth's Commentary to Genesis xv. 3. 

The Commentary of Jefeth to this verse is interesting in so far 
as it brings before us some Karaite opinions concerning the law 
of inheritance 3 . First of all, he says, some ask how could Abraham 

1 Luzzatto (mp rrcbn, ed. Pollak, p. 70) suggested that by the title iirvn -\zo 
is probably to be understood the second section of the Emunoth. He 
merely says briefly : ntnm nwiian 'en 'oirn inNon bs rovon ^w. 

2 Compare Kaufmann, Gesch. d. Attributenlehre, p. 87, note 146. 

3 There exist differences between Rabbanites and Karaites con- 
cerning the right of inheritance which would be out of place to give 
fully here ; I will therefore note only one point, viz. that concerning the 
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utter the complaint : " Behold, I am childless," when God had 
twice promised him that he would bestow the land upon his de- 
scendants? (see xii. 7 and xiii. 15). To this Jefeth replies, that as 
the promise was not accompanied by oath or bond, Abraham was 
afraid that it might perhaps be dependent on certain conditions, 
and that its fulfilment might be uncertain. He was therefore 
anxious to assure himself 1 . The second question is, if Abraham 
had even remained childless how could Eliezer have become his 
heir? What became of his nearest relations, such as brothers and 
sisters, nephew, &c. 2 ? To this Jefeth gives the following five answers. 
According to one supposition, as long as a man lives he can dispose 
of his fortune in accordance with his own pleasure, only after his 
death the heirs may step in to claim their right. Now as Eliezer 
was an excellent and obedient slave Abraham could present him 
with all his fortune during his lifetime. Others again maintain, 
that before the revelation of the Law a slave born in the house (iv' 1 
JV3) was the privileged heir next to the children of the possessor, 
and had consequently the preference before the other relations. The 
supporters of this view rely upon the verse in question, Genesis xv. 3. 
On the other hand others suppose that the right of inheritance 
did not suffer any change through the revelation 3 . The sisters 

daughter's share in the inheritance. One npon fjdv S, otherwise unknown, 
was of the opinion, that a daughter's share of the inheritance is equal to 
that of a son. The following words of this Karaite, which are given in his 
name by Aaron b. Elia {Gan Eden, f. 165 d ; compare Bashiatchi, Adereth, 
f. 119 c), are worthy of notice : " I thought at first that I am alone in my 
opinion, but I found afterwards that David b. Boaz and many others also 
adopted this view," still he does not mention their names. But Aaron 
unveils this secret by quoting the passage of the Talmud, Baba Bathra, 115b: 
jywu v> jtdiib ;>x 'wnew «'«: ''DN (by Aaron pn as) prr ro ds to witi -iniNn to 
'131 jyns rroro n^n. Accordingly we see here the close connexion between 
Sadducees and Karaites, and a further evidence for the well-known 
hypothesis of Geiger, according to which the later sect would be the 
spiritual successors of the former. The view of Daniel al-Qumisi, 
according to which one-third part of the heritage belongs to the daughter, 
is further to be noticed. This law is similar to that of the Qoran, see the 
quotation from the -ULYn iss to Num. xxvii. by Pinsker, 85 : jn> 'COlp bOTTi 
cansn ]o m npi nbre n'ttrttt? ruS also Gan Eden, f. 169 d. 

1 Compare Nachmanides (ad loc), where this question is raised, and 
answered somewhat differently. 

3 In the Arabic original the passage runs "]» J3N1 filial an, " Father, 
sister and brother's son." But the word a» must be a slip, for Terah was 
already dead. 

3 The question whether at the revelation several divine ordinances were 
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and brothers of Abraham, however, cannot be taken into account 
because of their being disbelievers, and as such they were not 
allowed to become the heirs of a believer '. Lot, again, voluntarily 
departed from Abraham and assimilated with the inhabitants of 
Sodom. Therefore Abraham would rather bequeath his goods to 
a slave than to him. A fourth view is that the word BHV does 
not mean here "inherit" but "govern." Abraham complains then 
that he must, for want of a son, let his fortunes be governed by 
a slave. Lastly, many explain the text in the following way: 
Abraham had complained before God, that his fortune must 
necessarily fall into the hands of Eliezer because Lot had separated 
from him and he was at that time childless, nor could he appoint 
his relations of Haran as his heirs (because they were too remote 
from him ?). So Eliezer thought : the fortune of my lord must 
needs come into my possession. 

Of all these explanations Jefeth chose the second, and decided 
accordingly. His words run as follow ' l : — 

*ip d^n ba?" 1 Nonnnx pn^Do Nunsn Dx:ta bo* npi . . . . 
'ipa iW>« riT- jnt rb fa* njsa pnysn rbbx btp rrbx mpn 
rum i-my ibn ^:a) bap epa iinfri nxnx j ? bap) jdn ijntb 
w jnx 'jjn?S> rbbtt b\p jn in -jin »b axia^x tin env wa ja 
rntwo nod nnai nyiat^a n^x rues' 1 d^ no nya ^nnoxa n^N 
jn dW Q.TON ma di-ton dn nw n^xm ••a , aNB> mtf i^i 
fjnr] nnru n5> ^ jn ^xpa no uiinDN ni? jns iy-i£ n^N hp iia 1 
nsia jo na ab onn in dn urinDxa by in 5>n n^N "uy no t6yi> 

modified was hotly discussed and variously answered by Karaites. Thus 
with regard to the Levirate marriage, which the Karaites mostly hold 
must be fulfilled not by the brother-in-law but by a more distant relative. 
But Genesis xxxviii. 8 proves that the brother-in-law was involved in the 
Levirate union. Karaites who deny that any change in the divine laws 
occurred at the Revelation, remove this difficulty by artificial assumptions. 

1 This law, also known to Islam, was accepted by Rabbanites as well as 
Karaites. Thus Natronai ordered that a Jewish renegade was not to 
inherit his father's property < compare ps i;«j IV, iii. 25; Resp. Geonim, 
ed. Lyck, 24 ; Resp. Geone Mizrach, &c, ed. Miillcr, 11, where it is added : 
yon ncvTO nworo ;:n 'D'toc va» 'ca: nmico'j pmio to jv»n ^soic rm '3 ; 
Farcies, ed. Constant, f. 26 a, and Weiss, mill TH "in, IV, 117). Similarly 
with the Karaites, cf. e. g. Aderelh, f. 120 d : pwo 1 ) ibt' «b pwn ni 'Si n:m. 

2 The passage from Jefeth I cite in accordance with the MS. Berlin 
or. qu. 828 a. 
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iba niJDD^Ni inp .13-1.1 yaw- rf? bap np lay b)pbn Nin $>Np ^i,a 
gpjg jn ptfl niisi (?) 3N npita Nin ■•a troNi> ;n3 d"6n b'p 
j?"i ]B snijJ^n nruxnp ^n nNi'P^N it- oh wa p nam iw 
jn cnsya tapa ritn'o^N 3N3 'a dn^n pin^tdn 3Dn "6y naiN 
Di3N NmpN jns np^b nnvn *a nb» jd$> .Toyi nantrei' ^>np^>n 
ntao n*oy» di3n$> ?Ni n^> jrsta n^xs nay -iry6N jN3i nap pTya 
riK-i^N 3j* NPaNi nnn man d^ jn iya .i^np^ "j^np nas^ nnrna 
jn Dnvya ^>Npi .intaa ^y i>Npi>Ni nic jn iy3 i3y^N pi riaNip^ 
jp riNVP^NS pnN n*3 h^ jn3 fining ^ira i>ap jnpt^n nnp 'a 
Di3N Sip "by i^i ^y litfyi yNDi>N i3y^N dig? ni.ii iS^n ij?3 rrn 
ncNoni jjit nnna n^> ^ |n i>Npi nN3Nip n^ wtn np^> jn l^xpa 
n^ fN3 nmn^ x Sta ^n jnpt^n anp *q trie? Nin ;n3 jn Nap^y 
hurvoba pa jn d.isj?3 ^spi iWw iy3 n-va jp nNi'oiwa pnN ma 
in nai ^y tiin env W3 p nan D(n)-i3N hp NPaNi Dp s^na* ob 
ni* n^ naxs^Ni rnaa nnas^ .toni (?) .ton liiv D"DnS> ri 1 d^> ;n 
■jSi ypi noy ni>»i jp aia^ .ioaai> '•in ipa d6 npni jpip^>n ^nd 
jo 01$ n^NO niv jn ni3N i* D^a cin-inNXi dud Sin d^n5 ipa 
in mN^ 01b jo j3nN na N ai'y h^n miy rnv b nn&N nin 
nSip ah jn arrays i?Npi n^Nno n^3 n^ jpnb |N3i nnyxo nnn 
^np ;n n3 in 1 ' NoaNi nioi'N iy3 ni'NO rn* naN m in' 1 •'hn Km* 1 
nax pi3N i^Npi .13 pnN^N in jn3 ih ^ jn3 ih Tivn ^a m» nnn 
ii>i abb pi oh nay oii> iy3 no^ n3N tin Bnv .i^ip3 inin 
jn ity^N bap jNin3 nnn Sin m3N btm hv jn ti' 1 ab) npibn -a 
^Npa nxp^N -i.iNP jp nry^N 13 jd' 1 Nin jNaa "bx yji 1 'n^o ^np 
jp n^N 3.iia •nbw ^no hiNi jw naN jpv *nn j3 Niin iv n 11 
:.iNan?e np ^y pa^N dip 3NnvN hp in ^inpn^n n^oi 

IV. The Karaite vieiv of Leviticus x. 1 9. 

The second half of this verse is usually translated thus : " If I had 
eaten the sin-offering to day, would it have been acceptable in the 
sight of God ?" This is its meaning according to the Talmud (Zeba- 
him, 101 a), and almost all commentators agree with it. The verb 
"■nbONI would then have the force of an imperfect, and the H in 3D"n 
would be a sign of interrogation. Thus both words are irregular. 
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The first has the accent upon the penultimate syllable, and the H has 
a patach with a dagesh following. The last circumstance especially 
forces itself upon the observation of Jewish grammarians, comp. e.g. 
Abulwalid, Kitdb al-luma, p. 357, 1. 24: NIDina "n ^JO ao".! b'p 

nnai Natya ni-6n ])y jn nii^x jndi ttrriya n^n xmin nna^Na nh^n 

NDQ3D mya NO JIS 1 JtO. An analogous instance is found in Amos 
v. 25, where the H with a patach is followed by f with a dagesh. See 
Ibn Ezra on this passage : KH DTOtn NH ^ D^'SH fna HNT 1 ' D'rUTfl 

it^an j6b> oven rum ncnn. 

In order to avoid these two irregularities, there are some gram- 
marians who consider W3K1 as the perfect tense, and the H of at3 v, n 
as an article. They explain the passage in the following manner : 
" Behold my sons have offered to-day their burnt-oft'erings and sin- 
offerings, and now this misfortune has happened to me. I ate 
therefore of the sin-offering (only so much) that was acceptable to 
God, that is 1 ate only a trifle in order to fulfil my duty, the remainder 
however was burnt." Ibn Ezra, commenting on this passage, cites this 
explanation in the name of some grammarians, 'HCNC? DV^pID £*, 
but he adds, that in any case it remains an irregularity, as the H 
in the sense of an article cannot be placed before an imperfect tense. 
From another passage we now gather that the grammarians here 
referred to were Karaites, see Zahoth, 18 a: ^JD aCTl n?D runi 

iea njnn xna ioyo •o na by wrw umin •wnao nox p by mr 'n 
'wi nimn -tiaya n? by\ 'n wya ao" -tn 1 . 

I will now give a longer passage from the Commentary to Leviticus 
mentioned above, p. 68 1, note 1, in which the Karaite view is quoted, 
as also is the opposed or rabbinical interpretation, the latter, however, 
is refuted. The passage runs : 

i"i y-ijQ j DrTl v^ N ovn nxon T^aw iBb 11 JN anpN^NQ ... [62 a] 

bd-i5>n ^y pa&op!>N ibx* 1 jn rrn* jxa no ria^x dv , b ;xa jxi ^j!' 1 

pi rinnxi rtopb ttbx ih pata tni6 mo lpn* 1 jn jo or6 na xoa 

na^ta dv '•a riNon^N jd lpiT jto no jn bw axata Nin 'a wabxa 

aixi np-im ni' 1 xi> nao bx^N jn spay ne>o jnd Nix nr6 s^pa n? 

syivpi ss^uba pinx rux ni? ^pi nxon^N xnn naa jy bxo ipi 

1 Compare Sa/as Berura, ed. Lippmann, f. 45 a : 'j>ra r-'Ti srn mi rra id'T 
rein «n smu ctiot r»-n rravV; »n Nirro V't wnp rem 'n. Cf. Bacher, Abr. 
Ibn Esra als Grammaliker , p. 42, note 9. David b. Abraham Alfasi also 
considers the n as article, see Neubauer, Notice mr la lexicogr. hebr., p. 49. 
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era njrs dtotj* }x -kok i^Npi touiNja -icjyn bw tubx by 
nnDnD' 1 ;n *ix-iNa njo Briano 11 Tin ncsb ^y nnr TNnDN^x nod 

JN3 ttt£ |K liwpi S|NM3 JN3 DN 0^3 JN3 H30 1^3^ D^ *lf>K JN DHJD 

*n ^y onanD^ ^wn ^y dSd' ;n ntpe -jk-ik ttSii id^j xin^xi ana 
^y xi?N &wn^n nnn bne ^y D3D 1 si? D'onta cin^ tubpsi ■tax' 1 d^> nil 
D^a VJ31 pnt* ndni ^i onanD' 1 nbx jnmn ^y in [62 b] us 
n^Ni ti^ni TinDan 2 nnxa "]bi^ icn^n |N3 Nnw bnvbx Nin Dr6na 

..." The best explanation is as follows, and I ate to-day of the 
sin-offering, which is pleasing to God. That is, although they would 
not on this day, the day of his calamity 3 , eat the sin-offering in the 
usual manner, yet they were bound at least to taste something of it. 
For according to the law, even a morsel is sufficient. Our antagonists 
interpret this passage as meaning that they did not eat any portion 
of the sin-offering on the day of their calamity. To which we reply : 
If Moses knew that the sin-offering ought to be burnt, and not eaten, 
why was he so angry with Eliezer and Ithamar, when on his asking 
as to what had become of the sin-offering, he was told that it had 
been burnt '? They on their part contend that Moses wished to try 
them, and therefore he blamed them as a teacher declaims against 
his disciple, till he ascertains from him just what he would like to 
know. Moreover Moses was anxious to find out whether they had 
refrained from eating the sin-offering because they knew that it 
was prohibited, or whether their action was the result of an accident, 
more especially as Nadab and Abihu had already met with death 
through their ignorance. He was therefore angry with the other 
two in order to know why they did not eat it. In reply, we 
observe further : A wise man would not be angry about such 
a thing except with a child, or with a man, who has eaten with- 
out cognizance of the law (?). Aaron and his sons, however, 
do not belong to this class. If this should be true, it follows that 
my interpretation of the meaning is the better, and that the word 
VP3N1 is a perfect tense." 

Still the fact remains, that not all Rabbanite grammarians support 
the view of the Talmud, nor are the Karaites unanimous on the other 
side. Of the former, a certain grammarian at the beginning of the 
twelfth century, is astonished at Abu-1-Fabm (Levi) Ibn at-Taban for 

1 Probably the reading should be -^n ;nc:n 'Vy *>h, or rton jnmn 'ft w 

2 MS. -inse. 3 I. e. on the day of rro'JN. 
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maintaining that the n in ID^Tl and in DTQtn is a sign of interroga- 
tion 1 . He seems to have been of the opposite view. Among the 
Karaites, Aaron b. Josef was the first to interpret the verse in the 
sense of the Rabbanites, and he refutes the common Karaite view 
with the same arguments as Ibn Ezra uses. But even Tobia b. Mose, 
as early as the second half of the eleventh century, says in his "IV1N 
*1DI"0 (Cod. Bodleian, Opp. fol. MS. 26) on this passage, that the inter- 
pretation of TPDN1 as a perfect is grammatically impossible, although 
in the end he inclined to the usual Karaite interpretation. His 
words run : 

•pie nw nstin vbstt ">aai nxon ti^ni ins -ic?x »a ym [149 b] 
$>n nayn jo ntan ptiyni i"i nix ny toi nay ]wb »rfa« "o pvbn 
rm -idn ncwa nvi lh T>ny wwi -ay sine tw 10a Tnyn 
iw rvn man Ttax naai 'yoa nay ton <a nxon Ttaxi nvn^ prr 1 
•6ya 5>»fl riNtan Tfax laa wns nvn$> taa p wk -ipxai 2 Tfaxi 
'n rrya 3D«n nxon Tfatt lh 4 rw "iE>xa 3 rw -iroan nt "0 pmpnn 
ina^ aion nwi 'n '•ja^ -itw rvn nxan Tibs •£ '•a *rny 'yea 
"D 'oan 5 nxn ncx nn»a qvh nxon "r6ax nasi nxon '•rtaxi mix 
nw nyon nnxrv 0x1 nay nt?y» nvu u Dyti.n empn ^ ]yzb Tfax 
Nin ne>x xnn 'o ym • 7 Dai> i>y "roam "owain ^y Tinani loa Tny 

1D3 3D"n Xn NIB' 1ED VnnX nt?X tWTlD HCyDH b]3 «0< nE>X D1pJD3 

jyo^ nt?x DipDi vn> pnn "a rbx nt?x 9,i cyj ny nae>n *& ipyo nwn 

1 «n 'n nmni o'nain 'o vAn snbsi b«p is rMs nam jNar6s p crtDta p« p '3a5s>i 
nrip y: «in 'rr wa at^rt nVvoi kiito srtiya so jot jwi DNnErrorts (cited by 
Kokowzow in his work on Ibn Barun, Russian part, p. 7, note 9). 
Derenbourg gives larger extracts from this Grammar in Opuscules el trailes 
d'Abouhcalid, pp. xx-xxi, from a Petersburg MS. Another passage is quoted 
in my work, Mose b. Samuel Hakkohen Ibn Ghiquitilla, &c. (Leipzig, 1895), 
PP- J 35i !36- Since he mentions Ibn at-Taban as deceased, it is clear that 
the author must have lived at the beginning of the twelfth century at the 
earliest, and cannot therefore possibly be identified with the Fjnssnbx asro 
of Isaak b. Jashush, as Neubauer supposed. Compare further my above- 
mentioned work, p. 54. 

a The meaning of these words is not perfectly clear to me. 

* The reading should possibly be nan? N 1 ?. 

4 Here the word imsn is probably missing. 

5 MS. i*n, i. e. " I ate as much as was necessary," see Ibn Ezra on the 
passage : nam »-rt wsr«j rro Dj'im 'n wa awnD nn (riNicnn p) n:on <ntoN pi. 

6 Hos. xii. n. ' Ibid. ii. 16. 8 Isa. li. 10. • Ruth ii. 6. 
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l nwy nb) nrbnm Dyon ravib nzpm by -oy \\vh ff^yo '3 an •o 
Qipoa 3D«n nbvi win nvn "iswi ynvon ti 'yo3 dh3 onvn nr by 
nvm T>ny ps6 3B«n nvn nn 2 Dain nm* xb) win Kin ["o ■oso] i^k 
pe£n -pio nat nsw6 pterin jo spijn "w jnnan nn • nay ;ib6 noe>n 
•pp3o nmn pids3 -ione> 103 'oyon fno m bus pw newo nhr 
^n ••nvn onxpo 3W -ie>n s ttwx -icmo "j^ i"" 1 jnj new ^nxoi [150 a] 
\3 jy?^!? nrrarn ta nwi$> synym iivn rvi-n nnurn i>N n$> [n^3sn] 
nox -ib>n3 uon ni3io rrn ih n -pOD win *a > •£ ni?D3 4 . . . Nin 
n^B> xbn ion -itrx ta nmn ibn i? ay n"n n^3xn ^n iniN . . . imsn 
iw s, 6n ri3^n sb nth vnnx -ion -ik>nd rroio Nin 5 ^ Nnp^> vinta 
-icnd infill 6 in3ro nbxi mns ncN3 -aino nw °^ topnoN ie>N 
m«3 -ie>n3 pnpini pts6n -7-1-10 )h nta t«5>n Nin -ann nr • nh noT 

.twnn '3D 3ion Nmi 

V. £<»«<? hitherto unknown Karaites. 

t. $a/d Shiran. The manuscript of the British Museum, Or. 2523, 
tf. 47-88, contains a fragment of a Karaite polemic in Arabic, 
in which special prominence is given to the question of the con- 
sideration of the ripening of the wheat (3 , 3X) as a means of fixing 
the intercalary month 7 . The book is especially directed against 
a Rabbanite author whose name I could not gather from the 
fragment that has been preserved. In fol. 58a the author says: 

norn jn-pb* vyob JN3 Nn"D sntp^n bi "]b no^a rabbx noni 
•>in33 }3 spy 3ipy >2mb twa toSti ;n3 jn-w Tyo niw nbbtt 

.njy n^N *in ri^tuta D^yo 

" Now concerning the science of language 8 , it is not thy province 9 . 

1 The reading perhaps should be "irai. 2 MS. czvz. 3 Deut. xii. ax. 

4 There is a lacuna here in the MS. The next words deal with the 
passage Exod. xxxiv. 15. 

5 Kum. xxii. 15. 6 Exod. xxxiv. 15. 

7 The first half of this MS., ff. 1-46, contains a polemic in the Arabic 
language by a Samaritan on the " chosen place " to iffiN Olpon, which, 
however, is of no interest. 

8 Shortly before the following subjects are dealt with fWrw D»'p»i TrrrtrrJH 
r2*«wi, i. e. the problems of the divine unity, the application of analogy to 
interpretation, the science of language, and the question of the ripening of 
the wheat harvest. 

9 For this reason it is improbable that this book is directed against Saadja. 
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However, Said Shiran (may God have mercy upon him) composed 
a book on this subject. He was in this science a pupil of 'Abu 
Ja'qflb Jusuf Ibn Bachtawi, the teacher of the Diaspora (may God be 
gracious to him)." 

This Said is otherwise quite unknown, nor do I know any other 
instance in which the name of Shiran occurs either in Jewish 
or Arabic writers. Perhaps it should be Wrvt? TJfD , which means 
Said of Shirwan in Buchara, or WK> of Shirin near Qarmisin in 
Media 1 , though it is hard to suppose that the name has been 
twice corrupted. Ibn Bachtawi is known through citations by David 
b. Abraham Alfasi and Jefeth b. Ali 2 ; here, however, we are in- 
formed that he was chiefly known as a grammarian, as he is also 
styled Plp"tcn in the pretended Muqaddima of Salmon b. Jerucham 
(Pinsker, Notes, p. 62). But whether he is therefore to be identified 
with Abu Jaqub Jusuf b. Nuh, cited by the author of the Mushtamil 
as the writer of an pHplbtf, as Prof. Bacher supposes 3 , is yet to be 
decided. There is preserved at St. Petersburg a commentary to 
the Pentateuch by the latter*, and he is doubtless identical with 
that Josef b. Noah, who is mentioned by Hadassi {Eshkol Hakkofer, 
alphabet 168, letter ilj as having rejected the use of the analogy 

(D^P/ wn) ■ niim ev xb 13 idni y"j ru p spv dj -\-\in in T*i 

Our manuscript contains a further passage concerning Ibn 
Bachtawi, which I will also quote in this connexion *. It runs 

(f.6sb): wisa p v\ov aipjp (1. nx) uk cbjmbu jd yin dv inycDi 
hjn dnj^n ujn (1. iDao) iDSo bin jto rox hpm ray nbbx 'in 
ab |N3 nidi -invin^n s)B>3 ip^a nyn n^N nai "w» 5nid }n*3 
piTio ab) -noi. 

"I heard that thou hast been endeavouring to disparage the 
learned Abu Jaqub Jusuf b. Bachtawi (may God be gracious to 
him), and hast said of him that he is a dangerous man; by the 
people, however, he is esteemed as a brilliant luminary, may God 
increase his lot. He opened men's eyes, was neither presumptuous 
nor an unmeasured talker (?)." 

2. Abu Hatim al-Ralwbi (?) and 3. 'Isra'il b. Danial al-Ramli. 

' See Sujjuti, I)e nmninibus relaiivis, ed. Voth, p. 159. The Pseudo Messias 
we (see Graetz, Gesch., Bd. V, note 14) was probably a native of Shirin. 
2 See Pinsker, p. >p, compare also Geiger, JiXd. Zeilschr., V, 177. 

* Revue des Etudes Juices, XXX, 251. 

4 See Harkavy in Stade's Zeitschr.f. Alllest. Wissensch., I, 156. 

* For a copy of these two passages I am again indebted to the kindness 
of the Rev. G. Margoliouth. 
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The Bodleian MS., Hebr. f. 18, if. 1-33 a, contains a small anti- 
Karaite work in the Arabic language. Its conclusion runs as 

follows: njn-iN roe> bibx mu nnx av ns? m&u nrn isdh -ich 
'ano Tin np 1 Tuab rrw!> rut? D'ya^i dwi mxo ruiwi wsbn 
lnD^ D\n^Nn d"d ;nan nyai 'm "o p"ii *naa p tpv 'aam 
nivjon ^31 'n rnina a^ain n«b a s J3 ^ai caa nirni? 31d ;^d v6y 

n^>D f»N1 JEX ^XIE" ^J? Ql^ V J ^ 0^3 HX"11 v6y B^- 

It was therefore composed in the year 11 12. 

It seems that two leaves at the beginning are missing ', as is 
also page 8. On the first page, as the MS. now stands, we meet with 
this sentence : 

yjKW xb'nxn E>naxi a-nb Ibw xiny %x dip '•a tabm ipa 
•6y annob yei* xoa arayn |ipW aruxi? xi>xrnyx rapxi xi>nj 
^y (l. 3iri3D ?) nnao axna bab jiyaTi inx Dasroi rinx mm 
xne> xana pyjv an xixi nainao^s rrnn^x •va riaD^x Sxn 
li>xto ^x pcaa ^x py jo rrcpxano T'Dxani ria^nao nxSxm 
iwan p ^tODN "6x , arr6x anxn nx "6x *inxi *rya nnxi ^x 

.^d-^x x-in 

"We have quarrelled with people who are smaller in number than 
we, but more powerful in disputation, who are detestable in their 
interpretation, repellent through ignorance, abominable in their 
schismatic attitude. They assert that all their words harmonize 
with one doctrine and one law and therefore reject every work 
which is based on the interpretation of tradition, and not on the 
written Torah. They themselves, however, have the most varied 
writings, and interpretations which differ from one another, and 
explanations which contradict one another. [This continues with 
them] from Anan to Benjamin [Nahavendi], to Malik [al-Ramli], 
and so in the course of time to Abu Hatim al-Rahabi to this Israil b. 
Danial al-Ramli." 

The two Karaites last mentioned have also been hitherto un- 
known. The name of Abu Hatim is not mentioned, to my knowledge, 
by any previous Jewish writer. What is signified by H 3rrvX I do 
not know, perhaps it ought to be l| 3n , i?X. The expression Xin 
used by Israil b. Danial may perhaps indicate that he was a con- 
temporary of the author. This Karaite is probably also referred 

1 Every sheet has ten leaves, leaf 9 forms the beginning of the second 
sheet, therefore not only leaf 8 is wanting but two other leaves besides. 



KARAITE MISCELLANIES 70I 

to in a second passage of this work (f. 26), I do not however clearly 
apprehend the connexion of this latter passage. The text runs as 

follows: sh croon wnpnsao ;y isbin p aiyru \ti nib aii nps 
avy "»no ^y "j^n n^cn »a yua-hn mtm& p p)san "ps sta ncd 
nDB3 •hx rtoanta rbDJi nansa^s niixyT ^y na^xi ^on^n TDBn 
n^s wya Ban nw ;a lnhsa taa nay nota hp nannv A certain 

Israil ha-Dajjan b. Daniel Iskenderi is known, who might be identical 
with our Israil if Firkowitch's statement be correct, that he wrote a 
rovcn 13D in the year 1062 ', and it may be supposed that he emigrated 
from Alexandria to Kamle, or vice versa, but, as is well known, we 
dare not rely upon Firkowitsch's statements unless they are otherwise 
confirmed. 

4. Nathan b. Jehuda. Another MS. of the Bodleian, Heb. f. 12, 
contains inter alia in fF. 9 b-44 b some chapters in the Hebrew 
language by the well-known Karaite religious philosopher of the 
eleventh century, viz. Josef al-Basir, which are possibly translated 
from his -iNMnDX^N asna, Heb. IINOn 1BD 2 ; fol. 9 b begins thus : 

w nnx rbttw • b"t nsinn annas p spv \\>tb rrcn n»xna wn 
nma \sbv a^nnn nrx rrraon no fa n\n asi B"as^ man sin niniSD 
a^s ncsn man *a y"i annas ja fpv y"j jpin ncs * nait^n 1 an^y 
'iai artar ayi aoy ax »a na^a a^astan ay sin ps nnwo vr 3 . 

This chapter concludes, fol. 12 a, with the words: fa SJOT 1 '•nano nf 

imaya a-oann nan new tayon nri y": annas. Further on the MS. 
continues.- aann b& a^asn joy j^ nsDa tisxd n"DB>n ;vd enna 



1 See Pinsker,pp. 94, 174; Harkavy, Studien und Mittheilung<m, 111,35, 4& 

3 See Harkavy, ibid., 44-46. 

3 The sense of these words is as follows: The verb iox can only be 
applied if there is a person present who is addressed ; before the creation 
of man, however, there was none to whom this word could be directed. 
For this reason Saadja translates •rcsi in Gen. i. to ver. 26 always by k\di 
"and he willed," others again are of opinion that the divine word was 
spoken to the angels (for a full examination of this question see my work, 
Mose Ibn Chiquitilla, p. 124), the view last mentioned is also shared by 
al-Basir. Now the Karaites cite Gen. i. 14 as a proof that the beginning 
of the month must be fixed by observation of the moon and not by com- 
puting the calendar (see e. g. Gun Eden li'inn mvp pr, § 1 . Therefore 
al-Basir asks if this passage be directed to the angels how can a com- 
mand for man be deduced from it ? The obvious reply would be that the 
passage is directed to angels and to others besides. 
VOL. VU£. 3 A 



702 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW 

cjiD3 imnsroi na •arah cnpo & tub) nr pjj£ pirn 131 K"a epv '131 

UKIflOn DB>1 fUn nSDn. Fol. 12 b begins: DiTUK p BJDV }pm 113*10 

:'iai .-raon *d* nystro Kin nioiyn naifi m* *a pok* noKn b yi • j"j. 

Fol. 15 a: rUKTI mriD3 imn, here be attacks Saadja. Fol. 21 a 
begins: mtWl M'jyS j"* BiTON p *1D1* ptn "113*10 *ie>K D*p"13n 
*"* D1BDO, and these chapters conclude fol. 44 b. 

Before the beginning of these chapters on fol. 9 a, the following 
occurs : TOH • K3n Sp3 31D3n "lBDn n^>nn3 |t*» "1BD3 WlKXO JIB^H HI 

rime *n* ids pa^nn ^ya^ nW • KoiDn d.tok p "*di* }p6 
?Dn*!*-y nnio vby 3**nnn *ie>K mxon no [p] qki d*3k^ im 
nio*o 'oko3 ]i3cnn h* icy vn D*jiB>K*in '3 wa^K M03 "iok* n3ie*n 
m*on ,_ i Kirn *i*n* -on Kin 13 maya 2 "i3*yo h^N uksd n!*- *j^ki Kiry 
-on Kin nw tw intasn^ k^k Tn*3 ioko nap k^ *iok *oi*si 
nnK iniK -iok nr iDn ohyi* jd^ *jioDn ns didkci • n*K*i Tirn 
k^ n»K dik joro Kin paerin 13 -iok* dk njnn «bn [nts-nn Dn*ts>y 
*3 *ova iok *nyi * ia n*Ki ii* mm -j*k nr byi "oiyo ahy^ tik mn 
i>Ki avn bx dk *3 nniKon bx *jidd* k^ anyioh niniKi> vm men 
onan ot kv k!> nn ica^o iK'vin pinan nr ia -iok Kim 8 nWn 
D^i^Kin -iokoi iv-idkd Kin nniKon by rwmh vm 3*&>* dk nnKn 
iniK rwy rvvn '3 3inan ioki nr 1^ **i pTiyon m^* Kin mm dki 
nn nr ^yi rmiKon jo nnK Kin nmm a**iyioi> rw nwy 'je> a*nyioi* 

1 The answer seems to have fallen out. Perhaps the reading should be : 

'l31 WDto "ION1 rifeo^ 3ln30) TO3 TOM'. 

2 Here, too, some words seem to be missing. The sense is, Saadja had 
assumed that the Calendar is very ancient (Responsa Geonim, ed. Lyck, i), 
and used as an argument the Talmudioal phrases (Rosh Hashana, 19) : 'i mzh 
•axm "nto imso nb "pw ntis mona win and ion obir 1 ? jd': 1 ) linen tin. If, then, 
general rules can be subsequently formulated, the Calendar was obviously 
fixed. To this al-Bagir replies : The remark of R. Chanina is a w nn 
and therefore is indecisive ; while the second passage dates from the time 
when the Calendar was already fixed. Compare Gan Eden, 1. c, § iv, 
where the same controversy is reported. 

3 Cf. Gan Eden, § i : avn to inn vm rfto nvrr 1 ) or)n tirm nsi 1 ? soon «bi 
'131 D'Siocn nWm . Saadja is mentioned in Jeshua ben Jehuda's njt n'Cfcm 
(MS. Leyden, Cod. Warner, 41, f. 88 a) : fa 'ain'cn im« no« -hun 1 ; Jei» fMi 
12b anpn to -iw md:» (1. Tostoi) -rastoi rMn toi ovn to mrrort vm 3'on avn 
'•Di 13 p3iio nain nw d« pmn jo. 
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nw vb pin ra ind *ta "oil 'nnwon ba s\w nmtb vro vkhxq 
wcy -\m naDa jna ^ vnaro oyon nn lb jcd *6i p?b bnan 
"•an [^b» f] nny ny (vnyw 1) vrwy ab "o jn* nwi ws by nav^n 
vana» -vonb run ^ |iw Tinaty bam) •nwb nt tiin-oi. 

The whole of this passage is copied from an old book, and the 
superscription referring it to Josef al-Basir is unquestionable, as is 
clearly proved from parallel passages. Even the words beginning 
with Vnana DyDn nn the copyist must have found in the old book 
referred to, and they cannot possibly have emanated from him himself, 
as is indeed evident from the two following reasons. First, it is very 
unlikely that a Karaite should, as late as the sixteenth century, still 
feel induced to write a polemic against Saadja. It is true indeed, 
that even the later Karaites controverted Saadja in their writings, as 
for instance, Aaron the second and Elia Bashiatchi, but this happens 
only occasionally, and the polemical passages are for the most pari 
borrowed from their predecessors 2 . Secondly, after the end of the 
chapters by Josef al-Basir, a further passage by one Nathan b. Jehuda 
is found, also headed |£>' 1 12DD YTlpnyn , and no doubt attaches to the 
identity of these two Nathans. This passage (f. 45 a) runs thus : fflJ ''JN 

biik -vya ffaOT on -\m owpn >aibx p nxt nW tiWj miir p 
rwtoa isd p orb Tna^n rrvn *id3 &&> w minn p vb pno "3 
oisn ns wrbx toa w ovai 'iai coeti ypia nniND nt -idwk* 
notw rniwi wenm w l^nnn nonsn ^d by dik kto nyroi 
xbx nw n!? cnn w\ »3ntn -non Tarn pp nt? ibv\ p enx vn 
vrwt? rwxm '•yai ara vtnn iwk-i ^ -iDib bia sbi iwn rwtro 
dvo *a "i»ib byo xb iiyi nt eivisr miin nynani nyin *a w ova vm 
ncy ibt? "•t^bt? Dva sbx ib ubtu «bi rrvn bnoi nton rvn '•yai 
nrai irwjOD 3icn wn vidsi .th hdisd 13 aba ennn e>tn msn 
••b noNi • awn nnn enn bs pw vids tjd nbxn dw btj> ttaruo 
•toon • ennn p irvn ^1D3 tasnais qni f^n p rrvn *ids ovn rum 
wenn iw nbnn p own mi? ibaai 3^n3 jsyvt p V1D3 tn dj tfbx xb 
rrvn '•ids "o waiatpn p owxin d^dnt n^tt> ibaJB' ids wniien 
ion *y»a ik>n *ihb niaT. 

1 Compare Ibn Ezra to Gen, i. 14 (first recension, ed. Friedlander, 
p. 29), and Gan Eden, 1. c. 

2 <?a« £rfen, ff. 4 c, 5 b, 6d, 7 b, 9 d, 15 b, 16 d, 55 a, 89 b, 96 b, 97 a; 
Aclereth, ff. 8 a, 31 c, 67 c. 

3 A 2 
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This Nathan is also unknown so far as I am aware. Perhaps the 
learned Librarian in Petersburg, Dr. A. Harkavy, who has at his 
command such rich Karaite treasures, might be able to communi- 
cate some further particulars as to the four Karaite authors here 
mentioned. 

Samuel Poznanski. 



LEAVES FROM THE "GOLDEN BOUGH." 

Isaiah lxvi. 17, linD inN ins. These words are an old puzzle. 
Canon Cheyne (Prophecies of Isaiah) observes, " Early Jewish critics 
felt that some reference was required to the deity in whose honour 
the mysteries were celebrated. . . . Their general view seems confirmed 
by the common use of 'after' in technical religious phrases." He 
then refers the rites here described to the worship of Tammuz 
or Adonis. " But why should Adonis be called ' One ' ?" And again, 
in a footnote, discussing a conjecture of Lagarde, he says, " But no 
such name of a deity as 'ekhadh has yet been found." A passage in 
Mr. Frazer's work, Aureus et foliis et lento vimine ramus, may 
perhaps supply the desideratum. It will be well, however, to prefix 
another extract from the same source, vol. I, p. 319: "So closely 
did the rites of Osiris resemble those of Adonis at Byblus, that 
some of the people of Byblus themselves maintained that it was 
Osiris and not Adonis whose death was mourned by them (Lucian, 
Be dea Syria, 7). Such a view could certainly not have been held if 
the rituals of the two gods had not been so alike as to be almost 
indistinguishable." 

It is impossible, by any process of abridgment, to do justice to 
the sustained force, the lentum vimen, firm yet pliant, of Mr. Frazer's 
argument. The whole section on Osiris {Ibid. 301 et seq.) should be 
read. It must suffice to quote the following: "His character^as 
a tree-spirit was represented very graphically in a ceremony described 
by Firmicus Maternus. A pine-tree was cut down, the centre was 
hollowed out, and with the wood thus excavated an image of Osiris 
was made, which was then ' buried ' in the hollow of the tree. Here, 
again, it is hard to imagine how the conception of a tree as tenanted 
by a personal being could be mote plainly expressed. ... As to the 
pine-tree in particular, at Denderah the tree of Osiris is a conifer, 
and the coffer containing the body of Osiris is here represented as 



